Rationale There has been increased recreational use of dimethyltryptamine (DMT), but little is known of its discriminative stimulus effects. Objectives The present study assessed the similarity of the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT to other types of hallucinogens and to psychostimulants. Methods Rats were trained to discriminate DMT from saline. To test the similarity of DMT to known hallucinogens, the ability of (+)-lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD), (−)-2,5-dimethoxy-4-methylamphetamine (DOM), (+)-methamphetamine, or (±)3,4-methylenedioxymethyl amphetamine (MDMA) to substitute in DMT-trained rats was tested. The ability of DMT to substitute in rats trained to discriminate each of these compounds was also tested. To assess the degree of similarity in discriminative stimulus effects, each of the compounds was tested for substitution in all of the other training groups. Results LSD, DOM, and MDMA all fully substituted in DMT-trained rats, whereas DMT fully substituted only in DOM-trained rats. Full cross-substitution occurred between DMT and DOM, LSD and DOM, and (+)-methamphetamine and MDMA. MDMA fully substituted for (+)-methamphetamine, DOM, and DMT, but only partially for LSD. In MDMA-trained rats, LSD and (+)-methamphetamine fully substituted, whereas DMT and DOM did not fully substitute. No cross-substitution was evident between (+)-methamphetamine and DMT, LSD, or DOM.
Introduction
Dimethyltryptamine (DMT) is an endogenous compound that induces hallucinations and bizarre dream states at high doses. Over the past few years, there has been an increase in the number of reports of recreational use of DMT (Gable 2007; Halpern 2004; McKenna 2004) . DMT is found in plants in South America where it is combined with other plant products containing beta-carbolines and then drunk as a tea, called ayahuasca, as part of shamanistic rituals (Halpern 2004; Ott 1999; Riba et al. 2003) . Unlike many other hallucinogens, DMT has poor oral bioavailability due to its inactivation by monoamine oxidase (MAO); however, ayahuasca contains natural compounds that inhibit MAO (McKenna et al. 1984; Ott 1999; Riba et al. 2003) . Parenteral administration of DMT avoids the inactivation such that onset of activity is almost immediate, and the effects of DMT disappear within 20-30 min (Stoff et al. 1977; Strassman et al. 1994) .
The behavioral effects of DMT in non-human subjects have been extensively tested (see reviews by Barker et al. 1981; Gillin et al. 1976) . Following DMT injection, various unconditioned behaviors have been noted in rats, including staring, flattened posture, splayed hindlimbs, and repetitive head movements (e.g., Cooper et al. 1981; Jenner et al. 1980; Ruffing and Domino 1983) . A major effect of DMT is to suppress responding under a variety of conditions. DMT decreased exploration in the hole-board test (e.g., Adams and Geyer 1985; File 1977) , and suppressed operant responding maintained by food (e.g., Kovacic and Domino 1976; Kovacic et al. 1978 ) and shock avoidance (e.g., Stoff et al. 1977) . Notably, tolerance does not develop to many of the effects of DMT in animal models (see review in Barker et al. 1981) , or in human subjects (Strassman et al. 1996) .
The subjective effects of DMT in human subjects have been described (Strassman et al. 1994 (Strassman et al. , 1996 Szara et al. 1966) ; however, the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT have not been extensively studied. DMT has not been trained as a discriminative stimulus, but has been tested for substitution in rats trained to discriminate other hallucinogens. DMT fully substituted for LSD in two studies (Appel et al. 1999; Jarbe 1980) and produced nearly full substitution in another (Helsley et al. 1998) . DMT also fully substituted in rats trained to discriminate DOM from saline (Glennon 1999; Glennon et al. 1983 ) and in rats trained to discriminate the closely related compound 5-methoxy-DMT (Glennon et al. 1980) . In rats trained to discriminate psilocybin (0.5 mg/kg), DMT partially substituted and substantially decreased response rate (Winter et al. 2007) . Another study reported the effects of DMT in rats trained to discriminate between the 5-HT 2 antagonist ketanserin and the 5-HT 2 agonist DOI. When administered DMT, the rats chose the DOI lever 80% or more of time (Smith et al. 1998) , indicating that DMT acted more like 5-HT 2 agonist than an antagonist. Finally, DMT partially blocked the discriminative stimulus effects of phencyclidine, which produces hallucinations through its actions at NMDA receptors (West et al. 2000) . Taken together, these behavioral findings suggest that DMT produces a discriminative stimulus similar to those produced by other well-known hallucinogens such as LSD, psilocybin, DOI, and DOM. An implication that follows from this similarity is that DMT, like other hallucinogens, may act as a 5-HT 2 agonist. Support for this implication comes from binding assays, which indicate that DMT binds to 5-HT 1A (Pierce and Peroutka 1989) , 5-HT 1D (Hamik and Peroutka 1989; Heuring and Peroutka 1987; Pierce and Peroutka 1989) and 5-HT 2A receptors (Lyon et al. 1988; McKenna and Peroutka 1989; Pierce and Peroutka 1989; Sadzot et al. 1989) .
Drug discrimination assays can be used to characterize the abuse liability of compounds, particularly with regard to their subjective effects (Balster 1991; Stolerman 1993) . The purpose of the present research was to characterize the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT with reference to other widely abused compounds having hallucinogenic or psychostimulant effects. Psychoactive compounds produce a wide range of effects which are dissociable using drug discrimination procedures. It has been proposed that the effects of psychedelic compounds can be classified into three categories: hallucinogen, stimulant, and other (Glennon 1999) . Further, the hallucinogens fall into three structural classes: simple tryptamines (indolealkylamines), ergolines, and phenethylamines (Nichols 2004; Winter 2008) .
We examined potential effects across each of these different classes: DMT (indolealkylamine hallucinogen), LSD (ergoline hallucinogen), DOM (phenethylamine hallucinogen), MDMA (serotonergic phenethylamine psychostimulant), and methamphetamine (dopaminergic phenethylamine psychostimulant). This was accomplished by training rats to discriminate DMT from saline and then testing four reference compounds (LSD, DOM, MDMA, or methamphetamine) for their ability to occasion DMTappropriate responding in the DMT-trained rats. In order to fully assess the extent to which the DMT discriminative stimulus effects were similar or different from those of the other compounds, DMT was also evaluated for drugappropriate responding in rats trained for LSD-, DOM-, MDMA-, or methamphetamine discrimination. Analogous cross-substitution experiments were also performed for LSD, DOM, MDMA, and methamphetamine.
The cross-substitution approach was used because the discriminative stimulus effects of various compounds are not always symmetrical (i.e., drug A substitutes in rats trained to discriminate drug B, but drug B does not substitute in rats trained to discriminate drug A), so the effects of DMT in rats trained to discriminate other psychoactive compounds were also tested. A classic example of such symmetry is that of ethanol. GABA A positive modulators, NMDA antagonists and 5-HT 1B agonists all fully substitute in rats trained to discriminate ethanol, but ethanol produces at best partial substitution in rats trained to discriminate these compounds (for a review of these data and discussion of their implications for the use of drug discrimination see Grant 1999 ).
Materials and methods

Animals
Male Sprague-Dawley rats were obtained from Harlan Sprague-Dawley (Indianapolis, IN). All rats were housed individually and were maintained on a 12:12 light/dark cycle (lights on at 7:00AM). Body weights were maintained at 320-350 g by limiting food to 20 g/day which included the food received during training sessions. Water was freely available in the home cages. All housing and procedures were in accordance with the Guidelines for the Care and Use of Mammals in Neuroscience and Behavioral Research (National Research Council 2003) , and were approved by the University of North Texas Health Science Center Animal Care and Use Committee.
Drug discrimination procedures
Standard behavior-testing chambers (Coulbourn Instruments, Allentown, PA) were connected to IBM-PC compatible computers via LVB interfaces (Med Associates, East Fairfield, VT). The computers were programmed in MED-PC IV (Med Associates, East Fairfield, VT) for the operation of the chambers and collection of data.
Five groups (each comprised of 15 to 32 rats) were trained to discriminate one of five compounds from saline using a two-lever choice methodology, (+)-methamphetamine (1 mg/kg; N=32), (±)-MDMA (1.5 mg/kg; N=24), (+)-LSD (0.1 mg/kg; N=16), (−)-DOM (0.5 mg/kg; N=26), and DMT (5 mg/kg; N=15). Food (45 mg food pellets; Bio-Serve, Frenchtown, NJ) was available under a fixed-ratio 10 schedule of reinforcement when responding occurred on the injection-appropriate lever. There were no consequences scheduled for incorrect responses. Half of the rats were trained with drug as the cue on the right lever; half were trained with drug on the left lever. Training sessions occurred in a double alternating fashion (D-D-S-S-D, etc.), and tests were conducted between pairs of identical training sessions (i.e., between either two saline or two drug-training sessions).
During each training session, the rats received an intraperitoneal injection of either saline or the appropriate training drug. Training dose and pretreatment time for each training drug are shown in Table 1 . Following the appropriate pretreatment time, the rats were placed in the experimental chamber. During the session, the rats could earn up to 20 food pellets by responding under an FR10 schedule of food presentation. If all 20 food pellets were delivered before the end of the 10-min response period, the house lights were turned off and responding had no scheduled consequences for the remainder of that response period. Animals received approximately 60 training sessions in total before use in any behavioral experiment. Animals were selected for use in experiments when they had achieved 85% injection-appropriate responding for both the first reinforcer and for the total session during nine of their last ten training sessions.
For testing, rats were assigned in groups of six. The ability of one of the five compounds to substitute was tested in different groups of six rats trained to discriminate one of the compounds. A repeated measures design was used, such that each rat was tested at all doses of the test compound. For example, six rats trained to discriminate DMT were tested with each dose of (−)-DOM. Test sessions lasted for a maximum of 20 min to allow for potentially delayed effects of test compounds. In contrast with training sessions, both levers were active, such that ten consecutive responses on either lever led to reinforcement. Data were collected until 20 food pellets were obtained, or for a maximum of 20 min. Rats were tested only if they had achieved 85% injection-appropriate responding for both first reinforcer and total session on the two prior training sessions. At least 3 days elapsed between test sessions. function of the number of responses made divided by the total session time. Graphs for percent drug-appropriate responding and response rate were plotted as a function of dose of test compound (log scale). Error bars show standard error of the mean. Percent drug-appropriate responding was shown only if at least three rats completed the first fixed ratio. Full substitution was defined as ≥80% drugappropriate responding and not statistically different from the training drug, and partial substitution as ≥40% and <80% drug-appropriate responding.
The potencies of test compounds that fully substituted were calculated by fitting straight lines to the individual dose-response data for each compound by means of TableCurve 2D (Jandel Scientific, San Rafael, CA). Straight lines were fitted to the linear portion of dose-effect curves, defined by doses producing 20% to 80% of the maximal effect, including not more than one dose producing <20% of the maximal effect and not more than one dose producing >80% of the maximal effect. Other doses were excluded from the analyses. The ED 50 values are expressed as the mean of six rats±95% confidence intervals. Rates of responding were expressed as a function of the number of responses made divided by the total session time. Response rate data were analyzed by one-way, repeated measures analysis of variance. Effects of individual doses were compared to the appropriate control value using a priori contrasts. Criterion for significance was set a priori at p<0.05.
Results
DMT-trained rats
The study began with a DMT training dose of 10 mg/kg versus saline vehicle. Thirty sessions of training (15 drug, 15 saline) at that dose did not result in consistent responding under the drug (i.e., ≥80% drug-appropriate responding) or saline (i.e., ≤20% drug-appropriate responding) conditions, largely due to response suppression following administration of DMT. After additional training sessions with 5 mg/kg of DMT, 15 of 16 rats reliably learned the discrimination (Fig. 1) . The rats required an average of 72 sessions to reach criterion. When rats were subsequently tested, DMT (0.5 to 5 mg/kg) produced dosedependent increases in drug-appropriate responding, with peak responding (92.2±7.1% DMT-appropriate responding) following the training dose of 5 mg/kg (Fig. 2 ). An ED 50 of 1.80 (95% confidence interval = 1.12 mg/kg) was calculated. Response rate was decreased to 61% of vehicle control following the training dose of DMT [F(4,56)=10.06, p<0.001]. Higher doses of DMT were not tested due to response suppression. LSD (ED 50 = 0.05±0.03 mg/kg), DOM (ED 50 = 0.34± 0.20 mg/kg), and MDMA (ED 50 = 1.49±0.56 mg/kg) each fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT (Fig. 3) . Each compound produced maximal effects that were not different from the training dose of DMT (Table 2) . (+)-Methamphetamine (0.1 to 2.5 mg/kg) failed to substitute. Higher doses of (+)-methamphetamine were not tested to minimize the possibility of neurotoxicity.
Response rate was decreased to 58% of vehicle control following 3 mg/kg MDMA [F(5,25)=3.96, p=0.009] and to 27% of vehicle control following 1 mg/kg DOM [F(5,25)=8.10, p<0.001]. LSD and (+)-methamphetamine did not alter response rate within the dose ranges tested. DOM-trained rats DOM (0.5 mg/kg, i.p.), when administered 30 min before testing, was successfully trained as a discriminative stimulus in 20 of 26 rats. The rats received an average of 63 sessions to reach criterion. DOM suppressed rates of responding at the training dose, and some rats did not complete training due to a lack of responding. LSD (ED 50 = 0.03±0.02 mg/kg), DMT The study began with a DMT training dose of 10 mg/kg. At session 16, the training dose was decreased to 5 mg/kg (at arrow). Data for drug session 7 are missing due to computer malfunction. Following the axis break, the data for those sessions during which each rat met the training criterion is shown as an average of the last five saline and five drug sessions. Each point represents the average of 15 rats (ED 50 = 1.87±0.88 mg/kg), and MDMA (ED 50 = 1.30± 0.64 mg/kg) each fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of DOM (Fig. 3) , and the maximal effects were not different from the training dose of DOM. In contrast, (+)-methamphetamine did not produce significant levels of DOM-appropriate responding (Table 2) .
Response rate was decreased following 2.5 and 5 mg/kg DMT [F(4,20) =13.82, p < 0.001]. MDMA, LSD, and (+)-methamphetamine did not significantly alter response rate at the doses tested.
LSD-trained rats LSD (0.1 mg/kg, i.p.), when administered 15 min before testing, was successfully trained as a discriminative stimulus in 16 of 16 rats. The rats received an average of 58 sessions to reach criterion. As shown in Fig. 3 , only DOM fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of LSD (ED 50 = 0.12±0.04 mg/kg). DOM produced maximal LSD-appropriate responding of 83%, which was not different from the LSD training dose. DMT and MDMA each partially substituted for LSD. DMT produced maximum LSD-appropriate responding of 56.3%, and MDMA produced 56.1%. (+)-Methamphetamine did not produce notable LSD-appropriate responding (Table 2) .
DMT decreased response rate to 1% of vehicle control following 10 mg/kg [F(5,25) MDMA-trained rats MDMA (1.5 mg/kg, i.p.), when administered 15 min before testing, was successfully trained as a discriminative stimulus in 20 of 24 rats. The rats received an average of 80 sessions to reach criterion. LSD (ED 50 = 0.04±0.03 mg/kg) and (+)-methamphetamine (ED 50 = 0.79±0.44 mg/kg) each fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of MDMA (Fig. 3) and produced maximal effects that were not different from the training dose of MDMA. DMT and DOM each partially substituted for MDMA. DMT produced maximum MDMA-appropriate responding of 49.5%, and DOM produced 51.1% (Table 2) .
Response rate was decreased to 24% of vehicle control following 0.1 mg/kg of LSD [F(5,25) (+)-Methamphetamine-trained rats (+)-Methamphetamine (1 mg/kg, i.p.), when administered 10 min before testing, was successfully trained as a discriminative stimulus in 29 of 32 rats. The rats received an average of 39 sessions to reach criterion. As shown in Fig. 3 , only MDMA fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of (+)-methamphetamine (ED 50 = 1.66±0.60 mg/kg). MDMA produced a peak effect of 82% (+)-methamphetamine-appropriate responding that was not different from that of the training dose of (+)-methamphetamine. None of the hallucinogens produced significant levels of (+)-methamphetamine-appropriate responding (Table 2) 
Discussion
DMT training
Although DMT has been tested for substitution in previous studies involving hallucinogen-trained rats (Appel et al. 1999; Glennon et al. 1983; Jarbe 1980; West et al. 2000; Winter et al. 2007) , successful training of the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT has not previously been reported. In the current study, rats learned to discriminate 5 mg/kg DMT from saline, and increasing doses of DMT (0.5 to 5 mg/kg) produced dose-dependent generalization to the discriminative stimulus effects of the training dose of DMT. It should be noted that training with DMT was slower than for most of the other compounds. The training dose of DMT (5 mg/kg) suppressed response rate, and this suppression may account for length of time to achieve criterion. The original training dose of 10 mg/kg produced even greater response suppression, such that many of the rats did not respond at all. These doses of DMT have been noted to suppress exploratory and operant behaviors in a variety of assays including the hole-board test (e.g., Adams and Geyer 1985; File 1977) , food-maintained operant responding (e.g., Kovacic and Domino 1976; Kovacic et al. 1978) , and shock avoidance (e.g., Stoff et al. 1977) . Tolerance to this suppression did not develop in agreement with earlier findings (see review in Barker et al. 1981) . The lack of acquisition following 10 mg/kg DMT can be attributed to the rats not responding enough to be reinforced for correct responding.
Discriminative stimulus profile of DMT The profiles of cross-substitution are shown in Table 3 for each of the compounds in the present study. It should be noted that the serotonergic hallucinogens DOM and LSD fully cross-substituted in the present study, but did not share discriminative stimulus effects with (+)-methamphetamine, whereas MDMA shared discriminative stimulus effects to some extent with both (+)-methamphetamine and the hallucinogens. DOM, LSD, and MDMA produced full substitution (≥80% DMT-appropriate responding) in the DMT-trained rats, whereas DMT produced full substitution only in the DOM-trained rats. DMT (5 mg/kg) produced approximately half maximal drug-appropriate responding in rats trained to discriminate LSD and MDMA, and a higher dose (10 mg/kg) completely suppressed responding. These findings are in agreement with earlier reports that DMT fully substituted in DOM-trained rats (Glennon 1999) . However, earlier studies reported that DMT produced full or near full substitution for LSD (Appel et al. 1999; Helsley et al. 1998; Jarbe 1980) . In one of these reports, 10 mg/kg DMT produced 78% LSD-appropriate responding (Helsley et al. 1998 ), but 6 mg/kg DMT produced about 50% LSDappropriate responding, which is consistent with the findings of the present study for the 5 mg/kg dose. This suggests that the response rate-suppressing effects of DMT in the present study could have prevented detection of full substitution in the LSD-trained rats.
MDMA fully substituted for DMT, but DMT only partially substituted in MDMA-trained rats. This is consistent with the asymmetric substitution seen between MDMA and serotonergic compounds such as LSD or DOM in the present study (Table 3) . (+)-Methamphetamine did not produce DMT-appropriate responding, nor did DMT produce (+)-methamphetamine-appropriate responding. Further behavioral testing with other psychostimulants (e.g., amphetamine, cocaine) will be necessary to confirm this observation. Mechanistic experiments with antagonists and binding assays will be necessary to confirm whether DMT acts at receptors other than serotonin receptors.
Discriminative stimulus profiles of other psychoactive compounds DOM Each drug produced a different profile of crosssubstitution (Table 3) . DOM produced the profile most similar to that of DMT. All compounds but (+)-methamphetamine substituted in the DOM-trained rats, which is the same as the profile observed in the DMT-trained rats. In addition, DOM and DMT fully cross-substituted for each other, both produced only partial substitution in the MDMA-trained rats, and neither substituted for (+)-methamphetamine. The one difference between DOM and DMT was that DOM fully substituted in LSD-trained rats, whereas DMT produced only partial substitution. As described above, the discrepancy may have been due to the marked rate suppressant effects of DMT observed in the present study which prevented testing higher doses of DMT. These findings agree with earlier studies in which LSD (Doat et al. 2003; Glennon et al. 1983 ) and DMT (Glennon et al. 1983 (Glennon et al. , 1986 ) fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of DOM. Previously, racemic MDMA (1.5 to 2 mg/kg) was reported to produce 31 to 52% DOMappropriate responding (Glennon et al. 1982) , similar to the effects of 1.5 mg/kg of (±)MDMA in the present study, which produced 44% DOM-appropriate responding. However, higher doses in the earlier study disrupted responding, whereas in the present study, 3 mg/kg of (±)MDMA fully substituted for DOM with little decrease in response rate. In another study, DOM produced about 70% drug-appropriate responding in rats trained to discriminative S(+)MDMA and nearly 80% in rats trained to discriminate R(−)MDMA (Baker et al. 1995) . Similarly, in the present study, DOM partially substituted in rats trained to discriminate racemic MDMA. Finally, data from our study replicated previous research in which methamphetamine failed to substitute for the discriminative stimulus effects of DOM (Glennon 1986) . LSD LSD produced a profile different from both DOM and DMT (Table 3) . LSD fully substituted in rats trained with DMT, DOM, and MDMA, whereas DOM substituted only in DMT-and LSD-trained rats, and DMT substituted only in DOM-trained rats. However, only DOM fully substituted in the LSD-trained rats.
These findings are in general agreement with prior studies in which DOM and LSD fully cross-substituted (Doat et al. 2003; Fiorella et al. 1995; Glennon et al. 1983) and MDMA either partially substituted (Broadbent et al. 1992) or produced no effect in LSD-trained rats (Callahan and Appel 1988) . LSD fully substituted for racemic MDMA in one study (Schechter 1998) , and produced near full substitution (78%) in another (Oberlender and Nichols 1988) . In a third study, LSD produced an inverted U-shaped curve in rats trained to discriminate (−)MDMA, reaching 90% drug-appropriate responding at an intermediate dose; in the same study, LSD produced only about 50% drug-appropriate responding in rats trained to discriminate (+)MDMA (Baker et al. 1995) .
MDMA MDMA, not surprisingly, has a different profile of cross-substitution as depicted in Table 3 . LSD and (+)-methamphetamine fully substituted for the discriminative stimulus effects of MDMA, whereas DMT and DOM only partially substituted in MDMA-trained rats. In contrast, MDMA fully substituted in rats trained to discriminate DMT, DOM, and (+)-methamphetamine but produced only partial substitution in LSD-trained rats.
As mentioned in the previous paragraphs, the asymmetrical cross-substitution between LSD and MDMA, as well as between DOM and MDMA is similar to what has been previously reported in the literature. Surprisingly, there do not appear to be previous studies of the interaction of the discriminative stimulus effects of (+)-methamphetamine and MDMA. It is striking that (+)-methamphetamine and MDMA fully cross-substituted in the present study, even though previous studies have reported mixed results in the interaction of MDMA with cocaine and amphetamine. Two earlier studies indicated that cocaine and amphetamine fully substituted in MDMA-trained rats (Khorana et al. 2004; Oberlender and Nichols 1988) , although another study reported only partial substitution by cocaine (Kueh and Baker 2007) . In contrast, MDMA did not substitute in cocaine-or amphetamine-trained rats (Khorana et al. 2004; Oberlender and Nichols 1988) , although one study reported partial substitution in cocaine-trained rats (Kueh and Baker 2007) . Currently, it is unclear why methamphetamine and MDMA should fully cross substitute, whereas cocaine and amphetamine share an asymmetrical relation with MDMA.
Methamphetamine (+)-Methamphetamine did not share discriminative stimulus effects with the hallucinogens Glennon et al. 1980, 12 Callahan and Appel 1988, 13 Broadbent et al. 1992 Full substitution ≥ 80% drug-appropriate responding Partial ≥40% <80% drug-appropriate responding None < 40% drug-appropriate responding DMT, DOM, and LSD. One study has reported that methamphetamine did not substitute for the discriminative stimulus effects of DOM (Glennon 1986 ), but the other findings are novel; in contrast, methamphetamine fully cross-substituted with MDMA. This seems to make sense initially, given how closely they are structurally related. However, as described in the previous paragraph, cocaine and amphetamine produced full substitution in two of three studies in MDMA-trained rats, whereas MDMA produced little drug-appropriate responding in cocaineor amphetamine-trained rats (Khorana et al. 2004; Kueh and Baker 2007; Oberlender and Nichols 1988) .
Conclusions
Given reports of the hallucinogenic activity of DMT (Strassman et al. 1996 (Strassman et al. , 1994 Szara et al. 1966) , it is not surprising that DMT can produce a discriminative stimulus and that DMT shares its discriminative stimulus effects with other hallucinogens such as DOM, and to a lesser extent, LSD and MDMA. Indeed, DMT shares discriminative stimulus effects with a number of hallucinogens, including psilocin, 5-methoxy-DMT, and DOI (Glennon et al. 1980; Smith et al. 1998; Winter et al. 2007 ). In the present study, a range of psychoactive compounds was used to test the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT. DMT was previously tested in DOM-and LSD-trained rats, but not in MDMA-or methamphetamine-trained rats. Because DMT has never been trained as a discriminative stimulus before, the substitution studies of DOM, LSD, MDMA, and methamphetamine in DMT-trained rats are novel.
DMT produced discriminative stimulus effects that were similar to, but not completely overlapping with LSD, DOM, and MDMA. Each compound produced somewhat different patterns of cross-substitution. The fact that each compound produced somewhat different patterns of crosssubstitution is not unusual, as DMT produces other effects dissimilar to other hallucinogens. For example, DMT does not suppress the effects of punishment (Schoenfeld 1976) , nor does it augment shock-induced aggression as does LSD (Sbordone et al. 1979; Walters et al. 1978 ). It will be necessary to conduct experiments with selective antagonists to identify the mechanism of action for the discriminative stimulus effects of DMT and to distinguish any differences in mechanism between DMT and other hallucinogens.
Although much of the cross-substitution data for LSD, DOM, and MDMA has been previously reported, replication is useful and validates the reliability of the data in the present study. Further, bringing it all together allows the comparison of the discriminative stimulus effects across different classes of psychedelic compounds. Methamphetamine appeared to be strictly a psychostimulant without hallucinogenic effects, whereas DMT, DOM, and LSD were hallucinogens without psychostimulant effects. In contrast, MDMA was partially in both camps, as it shared discriminative stimulus effects with both the hallucinogens and with methamphetamine. On the other hand, further subdivision of the hallucinogens into structural classes such as indolealkylamines, ergolines, and phenethylamines (Nichols, 2004) does not seem to be useful for predicting shared discriminative stimulus effects. For example, DOM (indolealkylamine) and LSD (ergoline) come from different structural classes yet have very similar discriminative stimulus effects, whereas DMT and methamphetamine are both phenethylamines but do not share discriminative stimulus effects at all.
